drinking the coffee, and cleaning up (Schank & Abelson, 1977) . In contrast, the salient components of mental events are goals and thinking processes, which cannot be easily analyzed further into distinct steps. For example, deciding involves an evaluation and a thought process, but these processes do not seem to occur sequentially.
As a consequence, each part of a mental event tends to be quite similar to the overall event; indeed, people typically regard both the part and the whole as belonging to the same superordinate category (Rips & Estin, 1998) . For example, in Rips and Estin's study, reasoning is an instance of a mental event. Using logic is a part of reasoning. Participants indicated that both using logic and reasoning are kinds of thinking. In contrast, the part and the whole of an object were regarded as belonging to different superordinates. For example, a stem is a part of an apple. An apple is a kind of fruit, but a stem is not. Physical events appeared to be an intermediate case. Physical events and their parts were more likely to be cross-classified into the same superordinate than were objects and their parts, but less likely than were mental events and their parts.
To test the homogeneity of physical and mental events empirically, Rips and Estin (1998) first collected typical parts from participants for a number of physical and mental events. For example, organizing may be a part of the mental event of planning, and getting an ID a part of the physical event of checking out books. In the main experiment, participants read a typical part for each event, and then listed properties for this part that were common to or distinct from other parts of the event. Common properties were shared by all the other parts of that event; distinctive
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properties were shared by no other parts of that event. The critical measure for event homogeneity was the number of distinctive properties listed for the parts. The parts of a homogeneous event should have few or no distinctive properties; the parts of a nonhomogeneous event should have many distinctive properties. Their results showed that parts of physical events were more distinct than those of mental events. This is consistent with the hypothesis that homogeneity differences may underlie the part-whole classification differences observed previously for mental versus physical events.
The relation between event homogeneity and partwhole classification seems straightforward. However, a closer examination of the stimuli used in the Rips and Estin (1998) study revealed that the difference in homogeneity might actually be due to a temporal aspect, rather than to physicality. Applying the distinction between events and processes provided by Vendler (1967) , most of the stimuli used as "physical events" (e.g., checking out books, doing dishes, catching a plane) were truly events, but most of the "mental events" (e.g., dreaming, reading, imagining) would be more aptly classified as processes. This is critical, because differences in homogeneity could be explained by the definitions of event versus process. According to Vendler, events involve noticeable situational changes between time slices and have starting and ending points. In contrast, processes are characterized as continuous activities that last for an indefinite period of time and do not have any ending points. The moments within a process tend to be identical. Thus, differences in homogeneity might, to some extent, be due to aspect (i.e., event vs. process) rather than just to physicality (i.e., physical vs. mental). Events should have more parts than do processes, and the parts of an event should be more distinct than are the parts of a process.
Experiments 1A and 1B of the present study empirically tested the possibility that the homogeneity differences between the mental and physical "events" in Rips and Estin's (1998) materials was in part due to a systematic difference in aspect. Experiments 2, 3, and 4 compared the effects of both physicality and aspect on homogeneity with the help of stimuli that varied both in physicality (physical vs. mental) and in temporal aspect (event vs. process). These experiments aimed to test whether physicality would influence the homogeneity of activities, even after controlling for temporal aspect. To avoid confusion, we will henceforth refer to events and processes collectively as activities. By crossing physicality and aspect, we obtained four different types of activity: physical event, physical process, mental event, and mental process.
The tasks in Experiments 2, 3, and 4 were adapted from Rips and Estin's (1998) methodology. Experiment 2 investigated structural differences of the four different types of activity in terms of the numbers of temporal parts generated by participants. Experiment 3 examined the distinctiveness of the parts through common and distinctive property listings. Experiment 4 used ratings to compare how easy or difficult it is to distinguish the parts of the four types of activity. There are two possible outcomes to these experiments. First, if physical activities are less homogeneous than mental activities, there may be two main effects: mental activities may have fewer parts, parts of less distinctiveness, and parts with lower differentiation ratings than do physical activities; and processes may have fewer parts, parts of less distinctiveness, and parts with lower differentiation ratings than do events. Second, if Rips and Estin's findings were due exclusively to aspect, only the main effect of aspect would be found, with processes having fewer parts, parts of less distinctiveness, and parts of lower differentiation ratings than do events.
EXPERIMENT 1A
This experiment empirically tested the possibility that physicality and temporal aspect were confounded in the stimuli used by Rips and Estin (1998) . Specifically, the experiment examined whether "mental events" from their study would be classified as processes more often than as events, and conversely, whether "physical events" would be classified more often as events than as processes.
Method
Participants. Twenty participants were recruited from undergraduate introductory psychology classes at Northern Illinois University. Students received course credit for their participation in this experiment.
Materials. The testing materials in Rips and Estin's (1998) study included three groups of stimuli: objects, physical events, and mental events. In this experiment, only physical and mental activities were used, with 12 items in each group (materials listed in Appendix A).
Procedure. The 24 terms were presented to half of the participants in random order. The other half of the participants received the items in the reverse order. Participants were instructed to indicate which type of activity, an event or a process, they thought each term referred to. Examples of events and processes were included in the instructions to help participants understand the task. The six examples were either directly taken from Vendler's (1967) study or constructed based on his arguments. Two examples of an event were jogging a mile and drawing a circle. Two examples of a process were playing piano and chatting with friends.
Results and Discussion
For each term, we calculated the proportion of participants who indicated the term as an event (e). Accordingly, the proportion of participants who indicated the term as a process was p 1 e. An independent two-sample t test was performed on e with the physicality distinction (physical vs. mental, as in Rips & Estin, 1998) as the independent variable. For physical activities, e was higher (M .738) than for mental activities (M .217). This difference was highly significant [t(22) 12.692, p .001] . Consistent with our impression, participants were more likely to regard the "physical events" as events, but more likely to regard the "mental events" as processes.
EXPERIMENT 1B
We were concerned that participants in Experiment 1A might have been coached by the examples for event and process provided in the instructions. Specifically, if people had obtained implicit criteria from the examples to complete the task, any distinction they drew between events and processes could have been a learning effect, and temporal aspect could not have been a factor affecting the responses in Rips and Estin's (1998) study. Therefore, the experiment was replicated without any examples in the instructions.
Method
Participants. Eighteen participants who had not participated in Experiment 1A were recruited from undergraduate introductory psychology classes at Northern Illinois University. Students received course credit for their participation in this experiment.
Materials. The materials were the same as in Experiment 1A.
Procedure. The 24 terms were presented to half of the participants in random order. The other half of the participants received items in the reverse order. Participants were simply instructed to indicate which type of activity, an event or a process, they thought each term referred to.
Results and Discussion
For each term, we calculated e, the proportion of participants who indicated the term as an event. An independent two-sample t test was carried out on e. Again, physical activities were judged as events (M .667) significantly more often than were mental activities (M .232) [t(22) 8.028, p .001], suggesting that Rips and Estin's (1998) study compared mainly physical events and mental processes. It is not clear which of the two factors, physicality or aspect, was associated with the reported difference in homogeneity. The subsequent experiments tested these two factors separately.
EXPERIMENT 2
The purpose of this experiment was to investigate the temporal structures of different activities by comparing the number of temporal parts that participants generated for each of the four types of activities: mental events, mental processes, physical events, and physical processes. If physical activities are truly less homogeneous than mental activities, two main effects are predicted: First, consistent with Rips and Estin's (1998) findings, mental activities should have fewer parts than physical activities; second, given Vendler's (1967) definitions, processes should have fewer parts than do events.
Method
Participants. Twenty participants who did not take part in the previous experiments were recruited from undergraduate introductory psychology classes at NIU. Students received course credit for participation in this experiment.
Materials. The testing materials in Rips and Estin's (1998) study included both gerundive verbs (reading, dreaming, etc.) and phrases in the form of gerundive verbs with nouns (writing a letter, doing the dishes, etc.). According to Vendler (1967) , differences in linguistic form suggest different aspect. Gerunds usually describe processes, whereas gerundive phrases imply the accomplishment of activities. For example, drawing is regarded as a process-that is, a continuous ongoing activity-whereas drawing a circle implies the accomplishment of the activity. To control for the effect of linguistic form, all stimuli in the present study were single nouns (e.g., imagination, interview). Seventy activity nouns were randomly sampled from the MRC Psycholinguistic Database 2.0, an online dictionary file provided as a public research resource. Activities were counted as mental activities if they involved a mental process as a central element; otherwise, they were counted as physical activities.
A norming study was conducted to identify events and processes among the 70 nouns. Four independent judges who were either professors or graduate students at Northern Illinois University were asked to classify the 70 nouns as events, processes, or states. The four judges were completely blind to the purpose and hypotheses of the present research. The activity nouns that were consistently classified by at least three out of four judges as events or processes were retained. Twelve events and 12 processes were selected by the first author from these terms. In each group, half of the activity terms were physical and half were mental, resulting in four groups of terms: six physical events, six physical processes, six mental events, and six mental processes. Table 1 lists the 24 words along with judges' agreement rate on each word; they can also be seen in Appendix B. These 24 nouns constituted the first set of stimuli.
For better comparability to Rips and Estin's (1998) study, a second set of stimuli was included that presented the same activities in the form of gerunds instead of nouns (e.g., interviewing instead of interview). This set included only 21 activity concepts out of the total 24 in the first set. Three nouns-déjà vu, concert, and funeral-were excluded because they could not be naturally transformed into gerunds.
Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions with either noun or gerund terms, with 10 participants in each condition. The 24 terms in each condition were presented to participants in a booklet in random order, with one term at the top of each page. Participants were instructed to list temporal parts for each of the 24 activity terms. The instruction was similar to Rips and Estin's (1998) study, except that the word phase was used instead of part to refer to the temporal part of an activity. The purpose was to direct participants to focus on temporal structures of activity. The instruction referred to the 24 terms as common activities that could be divided into different phases along the temporal dimension. Participants were asked to write down as many phases as they could think of, but only the phases that were necessarily contained by all instances of that activity. Two example terms with some of their temporal parts were included to help participants understand the task. (Exam and evaluation were used as examples for the noun stimuli condition; sunbathing and evaluating were used for the gerund stimuli condition.) For example, evaluation was presented with the parts selecting a criterion; assessing how well the criterion is met; and making a judgment. All participants completed the task within 40 min.
Results and Discussion
The responses were evaluated before the numbers of parts were counted. Synonyms for, or descriptions of, different aspects of the same part of an activity were counted as the same part. For example, going faster than before and moving at a higher speed were counted as the same part listed for acceleration; picking up someone and being picked up by someone were counted as the same part listed for date. Nonresponses such as "this is a hard word" were not counted. Activities presented as nouns. A 2 (physical vs. mental) 2 (event vs. process) ANOVA was performed on the mean numbers of parts of the nouns averaged across participants (see Table 2 ). Two main effects were revealed. There was a significant difference in the numbers of parts between physical activities and mental activities, with more temporal parts listed for physical activities (M 4.15) than for mental activities (M 2.84) [F(1,20) Activities presented as gerunds. The ANOVA on the mean numbers of parts generated for gerundive terms revealed a consistent pattern: two main effects and an interaction effect [F(1,20) . Participants generated more parts for physical activities (M 3.38) than for mental activities (M 3.01), and more parts for events (M 3.55) than for processes (M 2.92).
These findings indicate that both physicality and aspect influence the temporal structure of an activity. Physical activities had more temporal parts than did mental activities, and events had more temporal parts than did processes. In addition, the difference between physical events and mental events was more pronounced than that between physical processes and mental processes. This may suggest that aspect differences are quite salient for physical activities, but less so for mental activities. Alternatively, participants may have had more difficulties generating parts for mental activities than for physical activities because mental activities were more abstract. To further test the effects of physicality and aspect on the structure of activities, we conducted another experiment with different measures of homogeneity.
EXPERIMENT 3
The number of listed temporal parts is only one aspect of activity homogeneity. Even an activity that is described with many temporal parts can be perceived as homogeneous if these parts are relatively similar to each other; likewise, an activity with few temporal parts can be perceived as heterogeneous if these parts have distinctive characteristics. Experiment 3 examined the similarity of the temporal parts listed in the previous experiment across the four types of activity. To this end, a property listing approach was adapted from Rips and Estin's (1998) study. The numbers of common and distinctive properties listed for the temporal parts were used as the measures for homogeneity. As in the last experiment, the prediction was that the distinctiveness of temporal parts would be influenced by temporal aspect, and that the effect of physicality would therefore either emerge as a smaller factor than assumed previously or disappear.
Method
Participants. One hundred twenty participants who had not participated in any of the previous experiments were recruited from undergraduate introductory psychology classes at NIU. Most of these students were freshmen and sophomores. Students obtained extra course credit for their participation in this experiment.
Materials. The 24 activity terms (nouns) from Experiment 2 were used in this experiment. The reason that only nouns were used in this experiment was that noun stimuli and gerund stimuli provided very comparable results in Experiment 2. Following Rips and Estin's (1998) approach for each activity, the part listed most frequently for each activity in Experiment 2 was chosen to be evaluated in this experiment. If more than one part of an activity had the highest frequency-a rare occurrence-a part was randomly selected from these most frequent parts. The complete list of activities and their most frequent parts is presented in Appendix B.
Design. The 24 activity terms and the selected parts were divided into three sets to prevent fatigue effects among participants. Each set included two mental events, two physical events, two mental processes, and two physical processes, along with their parts, in random order. Each set was presented with two different instructions (common property listing or distinctive property listing), yielding altogether six conditions. Participants were randomly assigned into one of the six conditions. That is, physicality and temporal aspect were varied within subjects; the instruction type was varied between subjects.
Procedure. The experiment used a paper-and-pencil procedure. All materials were presented in booklets, with one activity and its corresponding part appearing at the top of each page. Participants recorded their responses in writing below the activity and its part.
Participants in the common property condition and the distinctive property condition received different instructions. For example, participants were asked to "list the properties of answering questions that are true of all other parts of an interview" in the common property condition. In contrast, participants were asked to "list the properties of answering questions that are true of no other parts of an interview" in the distinctive property condition.
Results and Discussion
Only properties listed by at least 2 participants for a part were included in the analyses. Doing so was expected to eliminate idiosyncratic responses and to increase the reliability of the analysis. Furthermore, synonymous properties were counted as the same property for a part. Examples of the properties can be found in Appendix C. The numbers of distinctive and of common properties were averaged across participants for each part of an activity.
Distinctive properties. A 2 (physical/mental) 2 (event/process) ANOVA examined the effects of physical- 
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Common properties. A second ANOVA with the same factors was carried out on the number of common properties. There were no significant differences in homogeneity between different activity types as measured by common property (all F values were smaller than 1). That is, their parts had similar amounts of commonalities (Table 3) . This is consistent with Rips and Estin's (1998) findings that participants did not list different amounts of common properties for physical and mental activities. One possible explanation is that very limited numbers of common properties were listed for all items. Many fewer common properties than distinctive properties were listed in this experiment [F(1,23) 13.07, MS e 0.30, p .001]. This may reflect different task strategies: When participants listed distinctive properties, they included sub-phases of a part as well as abstract properties of the part; when participants listed common properties, they only used abstract properties, which are more difficult to describe than are sub-phases.
Distinctive versus common properties. Both physicality and temporal aspect were associated with homogeneity of activities, as measured by distinctive properties listed for their parts. However, the distinctive property measure alone is not a reliable measure for homogeneity, because two parts with the same distinctive property scores may have different common property scores. For example, the part of one activity may have as many common properties as distinctive properties, and the part of another may have only one-fifth as many common properties as distinctive properties. Plausibly, the latter part should be perceived as more distinct, because the distinctive properties would outweigh the common properties. Likewise, two activities may be similarly homogeneous, even if the part of one activity possesses fewer distinctive properties than the part of the other, if the part at the same time possesses fewer common properties than the part of the other.
Intuitively, the parts of physical activities may be described as having relatively more distinctive and more common properties because they tend to involve concrete elements around which their parts can be divided (see, e.g., B. Tversky, Morrison, & Zacks, 2002) . Such elements may make the properties of the temporal phases easier to describe in words, and thus elongate the list of common and distinctive properties. In contrast, mental activities rarely involve objects, and thus their parts may only elicit few distinctive and common properties.
If this speculation is correct, participants should have listed more properties overall for physical activities than for mental activities. This was supported by a two-way ANOVA on the sum of distinctive properties and common properties. On average, significantly more properties were listed for a physical activity part (M 4.67) than for a mental activity part (M 3.68) In short, to the extent that physicality affects the total number of generated properties, whether common or distinctive, it may artificially increase the homogeneity differences as measured by the distinctive property score alone. Since this appears to be the case, a measure that takes into account both distinctive and common properties may be a more adequate measure for the distinctiveness of temporal parts across different types of activity (see also A. Tversky, 1977) . Such a measure may reveal that physicality does not have quite so big an effect on homogeneity. Therefore, a corrected distinctiveness measure was constructed by subtracting common properties from distinctive properties. The higher this score is, the more distinct the temporal part is from other parts of the activity.
Table 4 (middle) shows this average corrected distinctiveness measure, distinctive properties common properties, for each activity type. A 2 (physical vs. mental) 2 (event vs. process) ANOVA on this score showed that parts of events were more distinct (M 0.94) than parts of processes (M 0.21) [F(1,20) Some authors suggest that a ratio score is a more appropriate way to measure relative similarity (e.g., Bush & Mosteller, 1951; Gregson, 1975) , so a ratio score ([distinctive properties common properties]/common properties) was computed. To rectify normality violation, a natural log transformation was performed on the ratio score (normality test, p .06). The ANOVA on this transformed ratio score revealed rather comparable results: Only the effect of temporal aspect was significant (F 5.43 , MS e 0.02, p .02). The main effect of physicality did not reach significance (F 1.49, MS e 0.02, p .24). The interaction effect was not significant (F 1), either. 
EXPERIMENT 4
Experiment 4 aimed to address two concerns regarding the methodology of Experiment 3. First, Experiment 3 quantified the differences in homogeneity by comparing the numbers of listed features, both distinctive and common features. However, as one can imagine, some features can be essential to the corresponding activity; others may not. For example, being together is probably more essential to a date than knocking on the door; breaking down seems more essential to the process of decomposition than smell. Therefore, each feature should not be regarded as equally important. Instead, it is more reasonable to attach different features with different weights when being evaluated together. Counting numbers of its features provides only a rough estimate on how distinct a part is within the whole activity, and thus the difference in numbers of listed features only a rough estimate on the difference of homogeneity. To obtain a more accurate measure, in Experiment 4 we instructed participants to rate the perceived homogeneity of activities.
The second concern with Experiment 3 is that only the most frequently listed parts were selected for the feature listing task. One could argue that, even though those parts could be considered the most typical parts of their corresponding activities, they could be different in terms of how easy they are to be segmented from other parts of the corresponding activities. For example, a part may be easier to differentiate if it is the initial or the final phase of the activity than if it is one of the intermediate phases of the activity. Therefore, comparison of the distinctiveness of the most frequently listed parts among different activities may not reveal the difference in overall homogeneity among these activities. To solve this problem, Experiment 4 tested homogeneity using the most frequently listed part (as in Experiment 3), as well as randomly sampled parts for each activity. It was hypothesized that both physicality and aspect affected the homogeneous nature of an activity. That is, the parts of physical activities would receive higher ratings on distinctiveness than the parts of mental activities; the parts of events would receive higher ratings on distinctiveness than the parts of processes. However, given the findings from Experiment 3, aspect may have a stronger impact on homogeneity than does physicality.
Method
Participants. Seventy-two participants who had not participated in any of the previous experiments were recruited from undergraduate psychology classes at NIU. Students received course credit for their participation in this experiment.
Materials. For each of the 24 activities, one part was randomly sampled from among those listed by the participants in Experiment 2. The most frequently listed parts were excluded from this sampling process. As discussed before, for some activities, especially processes, very few parts were generated. In the case of an activity with only one part generated, a different expression of that part was chosen from among the actual responses. The 24 most frequently listed parts, as a comparison, were also used in this experiment. All materials are listed in Appendix B.
Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned into two groups, 36 in each group. Both groups were presented a sheet of paper with the 24 activities in a random order. One part of the activity was presented along with the activity. The first group received the parts listed most frequently by participants in Experiment 2 (i.e., the same parts as in Experiment 3). The second group received the parts randomly selected from the responses in Experiment 2. Both groups were instructed to rate, on a 6.0 scale, how easy it was to differentiate the given part from other (not presented) parts of the corresponding activity. On the scale, 1 indicated extremely difficult to differentiate, and 6 indicated extremely easy to differentiate.
Results and Discussion
Distinctiveness of the most frequent parts. The ratings for the most frequent parts were averaged across participants. The mean ratings were entered into a 2 (physical/ mental) 2 (event/process) ANOVA. Replicating the effects from Experiment 3, two main effects were revealed in this analysis (Table 5 ). On average, the parts of physical activities (M 4.20) were rated as easier to distinguish than the parts of mental activities (M 3.77) [F(1,20) 12.75, MS e 0.08, p .01]. The parts of events (M 4.26) were rated as easier to distinguish than the parts of processes (M 3.71) [F(1,20) 19.84, MS e 0.08, p .001]. Consistent with Experiment 3, the effect size of physicality (.39) was somewhat smaller than the effect size of aspect (.50). The interaction was not significant (F 1).
Distinctiveness of the randomly sampled parts. The ratings for the randomly sampled parts were averaged across participants. An ANOVA with the same factors as the previous one also showed two main effects (Table 5) . On average, the parts of physical activities (M 4.03) were rated as easier to distinguish than the parts of mental activities (M 3.60) [F(1,20) 5.17 , MS e 0.21, p .03]; the parts of events (M 4.13) were rated as easier to distinguish than the parts of processes (M 3.50) [F(1,20) 11.43 , MS e 0.21, p .01]. Again, the effect size of physicality (.21) was somewhat smaller than the effect size of aspect (.36) . The interaction between the two factors was not significant (F 1).
In summary, the ratings for both most frequent parts and randomly sampled parts replicated the results from Experiment 3, indicating that both factors, physicality and aspect, influence the perceived homogeneity of the activities. Physical activities appeared to be less homogeneous than mental activities; events appeared to be less homogeneous than processes.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
This study examined the difference between the temporal structures of physical and mental events and processes. The main question was whether physicality accounted for any variance in homogeneity after aspect was taken into account. The experiments showed that the temporal structure of activity, as measured by the numbers of parts, the numbers of the properties of the parts, and the distinctiveness ratings of the parts, is associated with both physicality and temporal aspect.
Rips and Estin (1998) discussed compositional differences between objects and events. Objects can easily be distinguished into heterogeneous parts, whereas events are more difficult to break into parts. Often, different temporal phases of an event share situational elements, such as people and objects. This further contributes to the homogeneity of the parts. Our findings further show that a distinction can be made between events and processes; that objects are more heterogeneous than events; and that events are more heterogeneous than processes. Parts of processes listed in this study were usually synonyms of the processes, whether the processes were physical or mental. This additional distinction goes back to Vendler's (1967) theory, according to which any part of a process is of the same nature as the whole. Another linguist, Comrie (1976) , also argued the aspect distinction between event and process, and pointed out that this distinction mirrors the linguistic distinction between perfective and imperfective. Although both are dynamic situations, events are viewed as complete, whereas processes are viewed as in progress. Our data strongly support the psychological validity of these linguistic theories on the distinction in temporal aspect.
The results of this study show quite clearly that physical events are less homogeneous than physical processes. Barbara Tversky, Zacks, and Lee (2004) argued that physical events may involve more objects that can serve as dividing points than do physical processes. One may question what the distinction between mental events (e.g., deciding) and mental processes (e.g., thinking) is based on in this research. One basis for this distinction lies in the presence of change. The activities judged as mental events involved abrupt internal changes within the sequence. For example, approval was judged as a mental event, and can be described as an abrupt shift from evaluating relevant information to making the final decision of approval. In contrast, activities that were judged as mental processes (e.g., imagination) did not generally contain such a moment of change. The norming study for Experiment 2 suggests that individuals are indeed sensitive to that difference. Our judges reliably distinguished mental processes (79.2% agreement rate) from mental events (83.3% agreement rate). In Experiments 2 and 3, little difference was observed between mental events and processes when the numbers of parts and properties served as the measure. However, we obtained some evidence for the distinction measured by rating scores in Experiment 4. Parts of mental events were rated as more distinct than parts of mental processes [t(10) 3.97, p .01, for the most frequent parts; t(10) 1.92, p .08, for the randomly selected parts]. Importantly, this suggests that future studies on the structure of mental activities need to employ alternative methods rather than part and property listing. As indicated earlier, fewer parts and properties were listed for mental activities than for physical activities; therefore, differences between the mental events and processes may have been covered up by the low variance, and participants' rating may be a more sensitive measure.
A limitation of this research is that activity terms of different types may have been unwittingly selected from different category levels. As Rips and Estin (1998) pointed out, it is dubious whether superordinate object categories (e.g., furniture) and superordinate event categories (e.g., cognitive processes) have equivalent characteristics, such as size and commonalities. Because it is difficult to align abstraction levels across activity domains, concepts utilized in our study and by Rips and Estin may have been selected from different levels of abstraction. As a consequence, it is possible that the differences between objects, events, and processes in studies like this one may be exaggerated or underestimated. For example, Morris and Murphy (1990) found that social events were more distinguishable at the highest abstraction level than at lower levels (including the basic level), whereas objects were most distinguishable at the basic level.
In conclusion, the role of physicality in homogeneity was a robust factor in the analysis even after factoring in the role of aspect, which extends and clarifies Rips and Estin's (1998) results. Additionally, aspect emerged as a critical factor for concept homogeneity. We obtained some evidence for the distinction between both physical events versus processes and mental events versus processes.
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